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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/08/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Examiner's note: The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph has been withdrawn. 

Applicant on page 8 regarding claims 1-6, 8-12, 14-15, 21-22 and 24-27 rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, argues that the claims meet the requirement of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph. 

Examiner's reply: Applicant does not respond to the equations raised under rejection of 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph on previous office action, see following question: 
The omitted elements are: 

1 . Applicant needs to specify the step of physical position of the two maps, e.g. 
overlapped, side-by-side and etc. 

2. Applicant needs to specify the step of identifying and computing the points are 
done automatically or manually. 

3. The steps of how can users distinguish the points between the raster and 
Georeferenced maps? 

Applicant on page 1 1 third paragraph argues that Saylor does not suggest a 
georeferencing function that specifies a relationship between the pixel coordinates of the first 
map and the geographic coordinates of the second map. 

Examiner's reply: Examiner's interpretation: the pixel coordinates is related to XY 
coordinates, and the geographic coordinates is related to LAT/LON coordinates. If Applicant 
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suggests a different interpretation, then Applicant should be included descriptions that over come 
the following questions: what are the pixel and geographic coordinates? 

Applicant on page 12 line 6 argues that Saylor does not teach relating the X, Y 
coordinates into the claimed "geographic coordinates" using a georeferencing function. Also 
Applicant at line 8 argues that Saylor does not suggest at least "automatically computing a 
georeferencing function that specifies a relationship between the pixel coordinates of the first 
map and the geographic coordinates of the second map". 

Examiner's reply: Saylor in fig. 2 step 36 suggests the conversion of Latitude/Longitude 
(i.e. geographic coordinates) into X, Y coordinates, i.e. clear teaching of association between 
Latitude/Longitude, and X, Y coordinates. Saylor at col. 5, lines 33-35 teaches that this operation 
can be accomplished or, if desired, software can be used to automate the process. 

Applicant on page 12 lines 11-21 argues that Saylor uses rectification process manually 
"eyeballing" the raster image to the vector image and not automatically. 

Examiner's reply: Saylor at col. 5, lines 42-58 teaches , if greater accuracy is required, 
commercially available software can be purchased which will assist in automated rectification of 
the raster map relative to the vector map. Again, use of rectification software depends upon the 
particular degree of accuracy required by a given utility company. 

Id., Applicant on page 13 second paragraph argues that Saylor does not suggest 
"automatically computing a georeferencing function that specifies a relationship between the 
pixel coordinates of the first map and the geographic coordinates of the second map". 

Examiner's reply: Saylor in fig. 2 step 36 suggests the conversion of Latitude/Longitude 
(i.e. geographic coordinates) into X, Y coordinates, i.e. clear teaching of association between 
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Latitude/Longitude, and X, Y coordinates. Saylor at col. 5, lines 33-35 teaches that this operation 
can be accomplished or, if desired, software can be used to automate the process. 

Applicant on page 13 last paragraph argues that Saylor converts addresses from 
LAT/LON (i.e. georeferencing coordinates) into X,Y coordinates. 

Examiner's reply: Examiner agrees with Applicant argument that Saylor converts 
addresses from LAT/LON (i.e. georeferencing coordinates) into X,Y coordinates. However, this 
is similar to what Applicant claims as ".. .a georeferencing function that specifies a relationship 
between the pixel coordinates of the first map and the geographic coordinates of the second 
map". By referencing to fig. 2 step 36 the function of (x, y) is equal to Latitude/Longitude. 
Saylor does not show, but it can be written as f(x,y)= (Latitude, Longitude). 
Applicant on page 14 first paragraph repeated the previous arguments. 
Applicant on page 14 second paragraph argues that Moore does not "automatically 
computing a georeferencing function that specifies a relationship between the pixel coordinates 
of the first map and the geographic coordinates of the second map". 

Examiner's reply: Moore does not explicitly specify the claimed language, however, in 
fig. 12 specifies the map image size X and Y coordinates as number of pixels (i.e. width, height). 
In fig. 16 receiving the geocode (i.e. Latitude and Longitude) that matches e.g., the location of an 
object e.g., a truck, as illustrated in fig. 10. Therefore, the calculation, matching, and queries are 
done programmatically i.e. operated with minimal human intervention (automatic). 
Applicant on page 15 argues similar to the previous argument. 
Applicant on page 15 second paragraph argues that the Examiner has not established a 
prima facie case of obviousness. 
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Examiner's reply: id., Moore does not explicitly specify the claimed language, however, in fig. 
12 specifies the map image size X and Y coordinates as number of pixels (i.e. width, height). In 
fig. 16 receiving the geocode (i.e. Latitude and Longitude) that matches e.g., the location of an 
object e.g., a truck, as illustrated in fig. 10. Therefore, the calculation, matching, and queries are 
done programmatically i.e. operated with minimal human intervention (automatic). The 
motivation combining the two prior arts is as follows: it would have been obvious to a person 
skill in the art to incorporate also desirable to provide the Moore's GPS based object locating 
system into Saylor's fig. 2 step 34 to streamline operation of a utility's coordination center, and 
providing "multiple bits of information concerning each monitored object at a low cost in terms 
of use, system equipment, installation, etc. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14-15, 21-22 and 24-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission amounting to a 
gap between the elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted elements are: 

4. Applicant needs to specify the step of physical position of the two maps, e.g. 
overlapped, side-by-side and etc. 

5. Applicant needs to specify the step of identifying and computing the points are 
done automatically or manually. 
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6. The steps of how can users distinguish the points between the raster and 
Georeferenced maps? 

Examiner's note: Applicant does not use explicitly the terms "first and second maps" in the 

specification, but uses "MAPI and MAP2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14-15, 21-22 and 24-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Saylor et al. (hereinafter refers as Saylor), and further in view of Moore. 
1. Claim 1, 

As per claim 1 "A method of georeferencing a raster map, comprising: Saylor in col. 2 lines 26- 
47 discloses the limitations for generating method that include the steps of: obtaining a raster 
image of the existing map; providing a vector database having information characteristic to the 
territory represented by the rasterized map; displaying a vector map from the vector database, 
the displayed vector map containing information characteristic to the territory depicted in the 
rasterized map; substantially aligning corresponding areas of the raster map and the vector map; 
geocoding the object database information with X, Y coordinates relative to the vector database, 
at least some of the X,Y coordinates identifying locations of addresses within the territory 
depicted by the aligned raster and vector maps, also see fig. 2. The following step of "displaying 
a first map in one area of a display, said first map being a digital raster map", Saylor in fig. 2 
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boxes 34 and 30 illustrates two separate maps. The step of "displaying a second map in a 
second area of the display, the second map being a georeferenced map that displays at least a 
portion of an identical geographic region displayed in the raster map;" 

Saylor in col. 7, lines 9-14 teaches the particular location along the vector of the subject address 
can be readily determined by one skilled in the art using point/slope geometry. The limitation of 
"receiving a first point on the first map; receiving a corresponding first point on the second 
map; receiving a second point on the first map; receiving a corresponding second point on the 
second map", Saylor in col 3, lines 8-1 1 discloses at least some of the X,Y coordinates 
assigned to the object database information identify addresses within the territory depicted by 
the aligned raster and vector maps. The following limitation of "receiving a corresponding first 
point on the second map", Saylor in fig. 2 illustrates a raster scan and an import vector data. A 
person skill in the art would have been recognizing box number 30 as scanning maps as a raster 
map or a vector map, and box number 34 as a digitized map data. Saylor is silent explicitly to 
the claim language of "receiving a corresponding second point on the second map". Saylor in 
fig. 2, box 38 illustrates overlay raster and vector images, when a person skill in the art marks a 
point in box 38, actually, marking two maps. However, Moore in fig. 6 illustrates clearly the 
information for the second map i.e. step 16, Longitude and Latitude, see fig. 16. That correlates 
these two points to corresponding points X and Y coordinate in fig. 10. The steps of "receiving 
pixel coordinates for the first point on the first man and the second point on the first map; 
receiving geographic coordinates for the first point on the second map and the second point on 
the second map'. Saylor in col. 2 lines, 49-61 teaches a raster map and the X,Y object database 
coordinates in a database for subsequent selective display. Using this prestored information, a 
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method for displaying a serviceable event on a rasterized image of a utility network distribution 
map is also provided. This displaying technique includes the steps of: receiving a customer 
service call and identifying an address associated with the serviceable event; identifying from 
the restored database the X, Y coordinates of the address associated with the serviceable event; 
and displaying the appropriate raster map and a graphical representation of the serviceable event 
using the X, Y coordinates of the event address. The last step of the claim is "computing a 
georeferencing function for the first map in accordance with a relationship between the pixel 
coordinates of the first map and the geographic coordinates of the second map", Saylor in col. 4, 
lines 7-19 teaches besides raster/vector overlaying capabilities, this multi/simultaneous user 
software includes CAD capabilities to create nested drawings and maps with graphical tools, 
complete coordinate geometry features to facilitate the designing and inputting of field and map 
surveying information for highways, waterways, etc., a graphical relations database system for 
tracking information contained on maps and drawings, information manipulation capabilities 
including the ability to zoom and pan maps, and an advanced programmers toolkit which allows 
users with programming experience to customize the software to particular applications using a 
high level interface language such as Fortran 77. Thus, it would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to one of ordinary skill in the art to input the information obtain from 
Moore's Geocodes in fig. 16 into Saylors' fig. 2 step 34 to find the X, Y coordinate points. 
Applicant on page 14, line 2 of the specification specifies that there are four points or more, 
Examiner's interpretation: it would have been obvious to a person skill in the art to recognize 
that there are four points, because, (X,Y) coordinates points and (Log. , Lat.) the Georefrence 
points are considered four points. Examiner's comment: Applicant needs to specify the physical 
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position of the two maps, e.g. overlapped, side-by-side and etc. Saylor teaches overlay two 
separate images (see fig. 2, boxes 30 and 34). Also Applicant needs to specify the identifying 
and computing of the points are done automatically or manually and how can a user distinguish 
points between the raster and Georeferenced maps? 

2. Claim 2, 

As per claim 2, The method of claim 1 further comprising receiving a verification that a point on 
the first map correctly matches geographically with a corresponding point on the second map", 
the step would have been obvious to a person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 5, steps 76-80 
illustrates the step. 

3. Claim 3, 

As per claim 3, " The method of claim 1 wherein the first map is a portion of the second map", 
the step would have been obvious to a person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 2, step 38 
illustrates the limitation. Examiner's comment: Applicant does not specify the first map is a 
portion of the second map in the specification. 

4. Claim 4, 

As per claim 4, "the method of claim 1 further comprising assigning a longitude and latitude for 
at least one of the first point and the second point on the first map based upon the geographic 
coordinates read for at least one of the first point and the second point on the second map " the 
step would have been obvious to a person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 2, step 36 
illustrates the limitation. 

5. Claim 5, 
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As per claim 5, "the method of claim 1 wherein at least one of the first point and the second 
point on the first map has a known longitude and latitude", the step of known longitude and 
latitude would have been obvious to a person skill in the art,, according to Saylor in fig. 2, step 
36 illustrates the limitation. 

6. Claim 6, 

As per claim 6, "the method of claim 1 further comprising assigning a geographic coordinates to 
an additional point received on the first map using the computed georeferencing function." 
Saylor in col. 7, lines 1-17 teaches the limitations. 

7. Claim 8, 

As per claim 8, "the method of claim 1, further comprising receiving an additional point on the 
first map and automatically marking a corresponding additional point on the second map as 
calculated by the computed georeferencing function " The step would have been obvious to a 
person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 2, step 36 illustrates that the calculation is done 
automatically. 

8. Claim 9, 

As per claim 9, "the method of claim 8 further comprising receiving a correction of the 
additional point marked on the second map " Saylor in fig. 3, step 62 illustrates rules for the 
modifications. 

9. Claim 10, 

As per claim 10, "the method of claim 1 wherein an approximate georeferencing function is 
predefined." Saylor in col. 5, lines 34-36 teaches the step of this claim 

10. Claimll, 
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The rejection of claim 1 applies to the rejection of claim 11. 

11. Claim 12, 

As per claim 12, "The computer readable medium of claim 1 1 wherein the contents of the 
computer readable medium are also capable of verifying that the point on the first map correctly 
matches geographically with a corresponding point on the second map", the step would have 
been obvious to a person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 5, steps 76-80 illustrates the step. 

12. Claim 14, 

As per claim 14, "wherein the contents of the computer readable medium are also capable of 
receiving an additional point on the first map and automatically marking a corresponding 
additional point on the second map as calculated by the computed georeferencing function." The 
step would have been obvious to a person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 2, step 36 
illustrates that the calculation is done automatically. 

13. Claim 15, 

As per claim 15, "The computer readable medium of claim 1 1, wherein the contents of the 
computer readable medium are also capable of assigning a longitude and latitude for at least one 
of the first point and the second point on the second map." the step would have been obvious to a 
person skill in the art, because Saylor in fig. 2, step 36 illustrates the limitation. 

14. Claims 21-22, 24-26, 

The rejection of claims 1-6 and 8-10 applies to the rejection of claims 21-22, 24-26. 

15. Claim 27, 

Saylor in fig. 2, step 38 illustrates overlay raster scan and vector images. It would have been 
obvious to a person skill in the art to have the same scale. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Javid A. Amini whose telephone number is 571-272-7654. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8-4pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard A. Hjerpe can be reached on 571-272-7691 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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